CHAPTER 3
ORAL COMMENTS AND RESPONSES

This chapter addresses the oral comments received on the Draft Environmental Impact Report
(DEIR) during the September 15, 1998 public hearing on the document. A copy of the transcript
from the public hearing is included first, followed by responses to those comments. The
responses emphasi ze issues rel ated to the adequacy of the EIR in identifying and analyzing the
possible environmental impacts of the project and possible approaches for avoiding or mitigating
these impacts.

Some comments include issues that are not related to the adequacy of the DEIR. Detailed
responses have not been prepared for these comments, but they are acknowledged in this
document. Because all of the comments received regarding the DEIR are reproduced here, they
are part of the Final EIR for this project. Assuch, they will be considered by project decision-
makers as they decide whether to approve the proposed project or one of the alternatives
evaluated in this report.

Ora comments are presented in the order in which the speakers were heard. Each organization
or individual has been assigned a number (e.g., “1"), and each individual comment by the
organization or individual has been assigned a sequential number (e.g. “1”). Therefore, aunique
descriptor, consisting of a number, hyphen, and number, applies to each comment and response.
For example, “response 1-1" refersto the response to the first comment from the first speaker at
the hearing. These descriptors appear on each page of the transcript where a comment was given
to indicate what text is considered part of each comment.
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SAN FRANCISCO, CALIFORNIA, SEPTEMBER 15, 1998 - 7:00 PM

* % * % %

ALIJWEISSMAN: On the record.

Thisisthe time and place for the public participation hearing in application 98-01-008.
And what we' re here to discuss tonight is a draft environmental impact report that’s been
distributed for review and comment dealing with PG& E’ s applications to complete an
option process for the sale of some fossil plants that are located either within or not far
from the San Francisco Bay Area. And the purpose tonight is very specifically to hear
from those who have had an opportunity to review all or some portions of the draft
environmental impact report and would like to have an opportunity to present oral

comments about the quality or concerns related to the content of that draft.

And I'll talk alittle bit more about the process that we' re going to go through in afew
minutes, but what I’d like first to do isto introduce Bruce Kaneshiro, who is the project
manager for the environmental branch of the Commission and is overseeing the
consultants. And he'll provide a brief overview of the process that we' ve undertaken up
to this point in preparing the draft environmental impact report, and talk alittle bit about

the issues covered in that report.

Bruce?

MR. KANESHIRO: Thank you, Y our Honor.

WEell, for those of you who are not familiar with what this draft EIR is studying, it's
essentialy the sale or transfer of ownership of three fossil fuel power plantsthat are
owned by PG& E and one geothermal power plant that’s located north of here in Sonoma
and Lake County.
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Essentially the draft EIR islooking at potential environmental impacts that will result
from this transfer of ownership. The key focus of the draft EIR is operational changes, in
other words, what would happen if a new owner took over these power plants. Would
they operate them differently, would they operate them more than PG& E would if PG& E
retained them, would they operate them less. So, the EIR really looks at operational

differences between a new owner and if PG& E were to continue to own the plants.

And taking that premise, we then took the EIR and looked at specifically what types of
impacts that would have, the operational changes would have on topics such as air
quality, geology, water quality, cultural resources, pretty much awhole list of
environmental issues that are usually looked at in an EIR. We aso looked at cumulative
impacts of this project and alternatives to this project. Essentially, could the project
objectives be achieved in some other fashion than how PG& E currently proposed. So,

that isalittle bit of background of what’s in the document.

Just to give you some procedural background, PG& E came in with its application to sell
these power plantsin January of thisyear. In August, the Commission released its draft
environmental impact report for public comment. We had four public information
meetings over the last several weeks where we' ve tried to explain the document,
summarize the document in away that’s understandable to the public so that comments
on the document would be focused. And we tried to eliminate misunderstandings or tried

to make clarifications about what’ s been said in the document.

Tonight, as Steve said, or as ALJ Weissman said, thisis an opportunity for the public to

provide oral comments on the draft environmental impact report.

September 21st, next week, Monday, is the close of the public comment period. And once
that occurs, the energy division staff will be responding to all the comments that comein,
whether they be oral comments or written comments. And that will then finalize the EIR.
That report will have an attachment that will include all the comments that were

submitted, aswell as al of our responses to those comments. And sometime in the
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winter, the Commission is then expected to certify this document and then make a

decision on PG& E’ s application to sell the power plants.

So, that’ s alittle bit of background and what’ s happening. And | will turn it back over to

Steve.

ALJWEISSMAN: Thank you.

Off the record again for a moment.

(Discussion off the record.)

ALJWEISSMAN: On the record.

Again, what we're providing is an opportunity tonight to reflect on the draft
environmental impact report and offer comments. As| think you know, there'salso an
opportunity to provide comments in writing. And after making your remarks tonight, you
might still want to consider doing that. And that’s fine. But anything that’s said tonight
will be taken down by the court reporter, and that transcript will be made available to the
consultants. And any issues that you raise in your comments tonight will be addressed
directly in the final environmental impact report. | just want to emphasize that there may
be a temptation to use the opportunity tonight to talk more generically about the merits of
the divestiture proposal. Tonight we really want to focus on the EIR. And to have the
greatest impact in terms of your comments, | would encourage you to focus as much as

you can on that document.

So, if there aren’t any questions, then I’ d like to ask those who are speaking to come up to
the lectern when your name is called, identify yourself, and spell your name for the court
reporter. And then try to, if you can, confine your comments to five to seven minutes. I'll
let you know when you'’ ve reached five minutes and you can think about wrapping it up
at that point.
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So, let’s start with -- is it Joe Como? Mr. Como, come forward.

MR. COMO: Thank you, Y our Honor, Commissioner.

My name is Joe Como, C-o-m-o. | am with the Golden Gate University Environmental
Law Justice Clinic, representing the Southeast Alliance For Environmental Justice. My
comments will focus on the Potrero power plant sale portion of the project and | will

provide detailed comments to back up the points | will be making tonight.

Begin1-1

The EIR seriously underestimates the amount of additional pollution and health problems
that will be caused by the project. Particulate matter pollution is a serious concern that is
hardly addressed, and illness from the particulate matter pollution is probably the greatest
current pollution problem in the area surrounding the Potrero power plant. PM-10
concentrations are already nearly twice the state standards. All of the new particulate
matter coming from the power plant will be the most dangerous type of particulate
matter, the type that is less than 2.5 micronsin size. The City Department of Public
Health saysthat these small particulates have the greatest impact on health, especially
among African-American children. African-Americans make up sixty-one percent of the

neighboring Bayview/Hunters Point area.

The report indicates that PM-10 will increase with increased power and generation. The
new owner will have an economic incentive to increase power as much as possible to

make sure that the 1SO does not approve any new transmission lines.

[End 1-1]
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Begin 1-2

There is no mention of secondary PM-10 that is produced from nitrogen oxide. Thiswill

also substantially increase the amount of particulatesin the area.

[End 1-2]

Begin 1-3

Health studies indicate that over one thousand people per year in the Bay Areadied from
PM-10 exposure, and that this whole project will increase mortality by approximately
15.6 people per year. Even with thisinformation, the EIR says that the impact is less than

significant. Thisis a position we certainly cannot support.

[End 1-3]

[Begin 1-4]

Ozone impacts are not addressed, even though the Bay Area does not meet the ozone
standard. And the Potrero plant will substantially increase the amount of chemicalsin the

atmosphere that makes ozone.

[End 1-4]

Begin 1-5

The EIR concludes that carbon monoxide and sul phur oxide concentrations will not
increase, even though the amount of carbon monoxide produced will increase

substantially. Thisis hocus pocus science with no explanation.

[End 1-5]
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Begin 1-6

The EIR discounts the pollution problems through inadequate investigational techniques,
selective data presentation, and insufficient compliance with CEQA regulations,

guidelines and legal principles.

[End 1-6]

[Begin 1-7]

There’ sno air quality baseline for the vicinity of the Potrero plants. CEQA saysthat an
EIR must describe the environment in the vicinity of the project asit exists before the
project from both alocal and regional perspective. No air quality data has been collected
from the area downwind of the power plant. The background inner quality monitoring
station is on the corner of 16th and Arkansas, over one mile upwind of the Potrero plant.
Generdly air quality data from this location does not represent local air quality in the
Potrero or Bayview/Hunters Point neighborhoods for most of the year. In fact, the
Arkansas Street station really measures air quality from Highway 101 in the Mission
District. CEQA requires the CPUC to gather air quality datain the neighborhoods to be
affected.

[End 1-7]

Begin 1-8

Information on air monitoring in the draft EIR is grossly insufficient. There does not
appear to have been any attempt to verify that the model works to predict the current air
quality situation. So much of the EIR relies on the results of the air monitoring, yet the
document isinsultingly simple in its description of the model results. Isthe CPUC

saying, trust us because the information is coming from a computer?
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[End 1-8]

Begin 1-9

Bayview/Hunters Point residents live downwind from the Potrero plant at times of the
year, yet no mention is made of how the project may affect them. No information is
presented on the expected concentrations of pollutants in the neighborhood. The
information should be in the form of maps showing concentration gradients for individual

air pollutants from different times and different meteorological conditions.

[End 1-9]

[Begin 1-10]

Cumulative effects are not evaluated correctly. The EIR uses the logic that cumulative
effects are insignificant because the Potrero plant would contribute only a small
percentage of the regional pollution for all sources. Thislogic has specifically been
rejected by the California Court of Appeals. Theratio theory of impact analysis allows a
large pollution problem to make a project contribution appear small and, taken in
isolation, appear insignificant. The report ignores the severity of the project’s
contribution. In fact, the more severe the existing environmental problems are, the lower
the threshold should be for the project’ s cumulative impacts to be considered significant,

so says the Court of Appeals.

[End 1-10]

[Begin 1-11]

The report’ s health risk assessment does not analyze the increased mortality from

particular emissions, the occurrence of which is well-documented.
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[End 1-11]

[Begin 1-12]

The EIR does not analyze all reasonably foreseeable project impacts. The EIR must
evaluate all applicants with the assumption that the new owner will repower, as suggested
in the EIR, and that a new power plant will or may be located next to the existing Potrero
plant.

[End 1-12]

[Begin 1-13]

In conclusion, the California courts have required an EIR to contain enough information
for the public to follow the reasoning of the decision-makers and to alow the public the
opportunity to make an independent, reasoned evaluation of the data upon which the
public agency will rely. This draft EIR does not comply with CEQA requirements. It
ignores the fact that more pollution will be produced in an area already affected by
chemicals in the environment and attempts to present only information that supportsits

conclusion of no significant impact.

[End 1-13]

ALJWEISSMAN: Thank you, Mr. Como. | do have one question for you. Y ou talked
about what appeared to be your disagreement with the assessment as to where the cutoff
point should be for a significant impact and a not significant impact. How would you
suggest that the EIR should define that threshold?
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[Begin 1-14]

MR. COMO: Well, one way, which is actually aready in CEQA guidelines and was
recently approved by the Office of Administrative Law, isto consider the current
regulatory threshold, whereif it’s not exceeded would make an impact considered not
significant. The alternative to that isthat if it does exceed athreshold, then it should be
considered significant. The EIR points out that at the Arkansas Street station, the twenty-
four hour PM-10 threshold is already exceeded. And, as a matter of fact, it’s nearly twice
the state standard. And the project, although it will contribute a small amount, still

exacerbates that antecedent. So, that is one area.

There generally is not enough information in the EIR to even evaluate some of the other
major pollution concerns such as ozone, sulphur dioxide, carbon monoxide. So, it'svery
difficult to evaluate the EIR when there isn’t even enough information to even evaluate

what is reasonably considered significant and what isn’t.

[End 1-14]

ALJWEISSMAN: Thank you. Appreciate your comments tonight.

Mr. Y azgan?

MR. YAZGAN: Thank you. My name is Ahmet Y azgan and | am with CAPIT,
Community Abatement of Pollution And Industrial Toxins. | livein Bay Point. Thisis
where the other PG& E plant is scheduled to be sold. | would like to concur with the
previous speaker. Most of the things that | wanted to cover, he has, so I’'m going to try to

go to other places.
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Begin 2-1

But I’d like to emphasize first of all on the impact of the people living around the plant. It
is no surprise that these plants that are being opened, especially around Pittsburg/Bay
Point, that most of the people that are living there are maybe speaking another language
astheir native language. They may not be able to express their desires about the way that
they want to live without pollution and clean air. So, thisiswhy many companies now
have chosen around the Bay Point/Pittsburg areato put their most dirtiest, most polluting
plants. And we can see that PG& E is not the only one that is being dismantled or will be
sold. But other companies are moving in and they are claiming that they are better
because they pollute less than PG& E, which does not help the people of Contra Costa
County because, no matter what, they are adding more to the pollution, more to the
pollution that’s already coming from Martinez from the oil refinery, more pollution from

other dirty industries that already exist there.

[End 2-1]

Begin 2-2

Onething that | would have liked to see in the environmental impact report is the
aternatives. | have been look at the CPUC’ s brochures where they keep on saying that
their goal isto maybe reduce the demand for electricity. This Saturday there was afair in
Pittsburg. The new companies that are coming in are already trying to give out the first
month free electricity to those who would be signing. | fail to see how a market system
can actually reduce the demand for electricity when that is the goal of CPUC. And | fail
to see how clearer technologies would be moving in when the new plants that are going to
be opened up are with so-called natural gas. That isafossil fuel. No mention of solar. No
mention of other alternatives that are actually clean is ever being mentioned. Thereis an

official name for this, it’'s called environmental racism.

[End 2-2]
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Begin 2-3

I’d like to emphasize that.

The preparation of the environmental impact report has been done by a private company.

| am kind of embarrassed to even say this, but we have to see that as the deregulation
goes on, more private companies are moving into this and they have an interest, being
private companies, on assisting each other. So, that’s why that also brings a shadow to the

environmental impact report.

[End 2-3]

That’swhat I'd like to say. Thank you.

ALJWEISSMAN: Thank you very much for coming tonight.

Arethere othersin the audience who would like to make a comment?

MR. DONOVAN: Yes.

ALJWEISSMAN: Off the record.

(Discussion off the record.)

ALJWEISSMAN: On the record.

Mr. Donovan?

MR. DONOVAN: Thank you, gentlemen. My name is Robert Donovan.
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Begin 3-1

My comments on the EIR, starting from the back, Section 4-14-1, Cultural Resources,
construction to separate the propertiesis misspelled.

[End 3-1]

Begin 3-2

Section 4-12-5, it says that there is no projected significant increase in the
communication system. If you refer back to 4-14-1, it saysin the third line, construction
to separate the properties is probably going to happen. Any construction generally means
that you’ re going to need telecommunications like phone lines. Construction trailers, they

always need phone lines.

[End 3-2]

Begin 3-3

Page S-36, Section 4-9-3, PG& E shall provide the new owners with other documentation.
It doesn’t specify that the new owners have to know about CAL OSHA requirements and
that they have aworking relationship with agencies like the San Francisco Fire

Department or any other county hazardous waste material agents.

[End 3-3]

[Begin 3-4]

And then the second to last one is also under hazards, 4-9-1. It specifically says that
they’ll prepare arisk assessment. It sounds like arisk assessment isan EIR and it won't

be subject to review. And it makes one wonder if the risk assessment will be done by
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PG&E or by a consultant who will have no responsibility to report back to you if you

don't like their risk assessment.

[End 3-4]

Begin 3-5

And then in the last section, 4-7-2, it says something about Section 10 and describes a
letter. That sounds like an excuse to avoid responsibility. They’re going to sell the
properties and then allow the permits to expire perhaps, asit’ s written here, and then the
new ownerswill state in aletter to the permitting agency that they would prefer to operate
without any provisions of permission, they’re just going to do it provisionally. Doesn’t
sound very responsible. But perhaps PG& E needs to make more profit than they aready

are,

[End 3-5]

And so the best way to do that is to divest themselves of these four properties that are not
very profitable. Perhaps the Public Utilities Commission could address that issue asto
why they shouldn’t be allowed to make a profit.

Thank you.

ALJWEISSMAN: Thank you very much, Mr. Donovan.

Mr. Ventresca?

MR. VENTRESCA: Good evening, my nameis Joel Ventresca; I’m chair of San
Franciscans for Public Power. We're a public interest organization. It goes back to 1979

in the city. My remarks are focused on the Potrero power plant issues.
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Begin4-1

The draft EIR, and it was emphasized in one informational workshop that was held here
in San Francisco County several weeks ago, laid out the possibility of the Potrero power
plant being repowered and then a second, new power plant being built in the general area
north of the Martin substation. And this is obscured in the draft EIR. It s very confusing.
And if that is the case, then what we need is clear data in the draft EIR that shows what
kinds of omissions would occur with arepowered power plant by a new owner, then a
second new power plant in the general vicinity, and what kind of environmental impact

that would have on air quality. So, that’s one issue.

[End 4-1]

[Begin 4-2]

Another issue is on page 4.5-27. There' s an annual wind chart for the Potrero power
plant. And I’ d like to request that you superimpose over that chart the nearby residential
neighborhood. I mean, you are showing wind direction. And any emissions of any
existing power plant or any future power plant would show wind direction, but you are
not clearly showing where the nearby residential neighborhoods are. And | think that in

order to inform the public, it would be useful to put that in there.

[End 4-2]

[Begin 4-3]

Another point is, the Potrero power plant, you have historical datafor the criteriaair
pollutant emissions and historical datafor the toxic air contaminant emissions. For the
first, for the years ‘95, 96, ' 97. And for the latter, the air contaminant emissions, you
have datafor ‘87, ' 90, ‘92 and ‘ 95. That same kind of data needsto be put in the draft

EIR for the Hunters Point power plant, which is about a mile away on the shoreline, on
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the waterfront, it’s around the same neighborhoods of Potrero and Bayview/Hunters
Point. That same kind of data needs to be included for the Hunters Point power plant
because on page 5-3, in afootnote, it’s clear that the Hunters Point power plant may
continue to operate through the year 2007. So, it would be very useful to have the
historical data-- the historical datathat you have for the Potrero power plant, present the
same kind of datafor the Hunters Point power plant in light of the fact that it could be

operating another nine years, or nearly a decade into the future.

[End 4-3]

[Begin 4-4]

Now, in terms of the alternatives that were examined, I'd like to suggest that there be two
other alternatives that be examined. One is the aternative where both power plants, the
Hunters Point power plant and the Potrero power plant, a mile apart, same shoreline,
same neighborhoods being affected, one of the plants goes back fifty years, and there’s
considerable evidence that shows that there’ s increased disease and health problemsin
the nearby neighborhoods, residential neighborhoods. So, one aternative that should be
examined is, what if both plants were to be closed without any replacement, what

would -- what would be the infrastructure changes that would be necessary to make that
happen. There would have to be an expansion of the transmission linesinto San
Francisco, approximately how much would that cost. Could there be a private/public
partnership in developing that new infrastructure. And maybe the City and County of San
Francisco, which runs a public power system, maybe they would be interested in adding
that infrastructure to their power system. But | think that whole alternative of both plants
being phased out, being closed, with no replacement, what could be done to make that

happen.

San Francisco is avery compact, small city, surrounded by water on three sides. There
could be alegal and amoral argument made that, since you have so many people

compact in such asmall area, that building repowered or new fossil fuel burning power
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plants, wherever you put it, you' re going to be affecting the health of the nearby
residents. A case could be made that we shouldn’t have power plants like thisin the city
limits of San Francisco. So, that should be an aternative that should be examined.

[End 4-4]

[Begin 4-5]

Another alternative is the strong possibility -- the City and County of San Francisco,
which has awater and power system in place that goes back many years, may pursue
eminent domain after the sale of the Potrero power plant twenty-six acre site, to condemn
it, take it for public benefit with the city’ s intention of to either phase it out very quickly
or to close it as quickly as possible. So, there would not be a market incentive by
presumably a global energy company that would want to come in, buy the site, repower
it, build a bigger power plant and create more emissions and the deteriorating health
would continue in the area. So, the city -- | mean, irregardless of the secret deal that was
cut between the mayor of San Francisco and PG& E behind closed doors, the deal says
that the city could still use eminent domain after the sale. And the city may be doing that
in the future. There either could be an initiative by the populace to get the plant closed, or
there could be political pressure placed on the board of Supervisors and the mayor to
exercise our rights of the City and County of San Francisco to use our power of eminent

domain to take the site and close it down.

Now, before arepowering or a new power plant being built on the site, a case could be
made in court that it would have very little value. And that might get the price down
where the city would go into court, use eminent domain, get a market value price that’s
realistic, and then have the city buy and phase it out quickly or close it down very
quickly. That alternative needs to be examined. And that would be a process that the city
could pursue, even with this agreement that was reached between the mayor and PG&E.

So, | would hope that that alternative would be examined as well.
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[End 4-5]

Thank you.

ALJWEISSMAN: Thank you, Mr. Ventresca.

Is there anybody else who would like to make a comment?

Okay hearing none, | want to thank you very much for those of you who came out
tonight, coming out during these sacred hours of the evening, and especially those of who
had to travel to get here.

Thisinformation is going to be incorporated in the review process that the staff and
consultants will undertake in terms of looking at the comments to the draft environmental
impact report. And | know that the Commissioner and | ook forward to seeing the
comments and changes in response to these suggestions that’ s reflected in the final

document. And with that, this session is adjourned.

Thank you for being here.

(Whereupon, at the hour of 7:40 p.m. the hearing was concluded.)
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1.

1-1

1-5

1-6

SOUTHEAST ALLIANCE FOR ENVIRONMENTAL JUSTICE

The issues regarding health effects from particul ate matter are addressed in response to
Comment F74.

The comment states that background levels of PM-10 are nearly 100 percent over the state
standard. The maximum 24-hour average background (57 micrograms per cubic meter) is
actually 14 percent over the standard (see Table 4.5-29 of the DEIR). This measured
background level is considerably lower than the Federal standard, whichis

150 micrograms per cubic meter (38 percent of the standard), and is less than the new
PM-2.5 Federal standard of 65 micrograms per cubic meter. The maximum background
level reported on Table 4.5-29 represents the average of the highest second high observed
concentrations over the years 1994-1996 at the Arkansas Street station. These maximum
levels are 65, 48 and 59 micrograms per cubic meter, respectively.

The issues regarding secondary particulate matter are discussed in the responses to
Comments U14 and U22.

Please see the responses to Comments U11 and U15.

Impact 4.5-5 specifically addresses the issue of whether the project would be inconsistent
with the regional air quality plan, the BAAQMD’s ‘97 Clean Air Plan. The ‘97 Clean Air
Plan was devel oped to address the “nonattainment” status of the Bay Area with respect to
the state ozone standard. The DEIR concludes that thisimpact would be significant.
Emissions projections from the Potrero power plant were included in the aggregate
emissions projections used as the basis for the discussion and analysis of Impact 4.5-5.
Please al so see the response to Comment U14.

Please see the response to Comment U31.

As described on page 3-9 of the Draft EIR, capacity factors used in the report were derived
using the SERASY M ™ unit-specific, California-wide data set, which was processed by
the SERASYM ™ production cost model to forecast plant operations. The computer
modeling was conducted by Sierra Energy and Risk Assessment, Inc. (SERA), a California
company that developed the model and has been running it for more than adecade. In
developing modeling assumptions, SERA used the best and most reliable data available to
the CPUC during the preparation of the Draft EIR. Tables G-1 to G-20 of Attachment G
summarizes this modeling by showing the modeled capacity factors and resultant criteria
air emissions for every power plant unit being divested in every scenario that was
modeled. Section 4.5 (Air Quality) of the Draft EIR carries these projections forward by
analyzing the emissions for the power plants (Impact 4.5-1, beginning on page 4.5-51),
analyzing the resulting local concentrations of air pollutants (Impact 4.5-2, beginning on
page 4.5-61), analyzing the effect of toxic air contaminants (Impact 4.5-3, beginning on
page 4.5-71), and the effect of the project on regional air quality plans (Impact 4.5-5,
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1-7

1-9

1-10

1-11

beginning on page 4.5-77). Some of the detailed analyses conducted actually go beyond
the requirements of CEQA, and all analyses satisfy such requirements.

Please see the response to Comment U21.
Please see the responses to Comment U23, U24, and U25.

The atmospheric dispersion modeling analysis for the Potrero Power Plant was conducted
using information from an earlier PG& E modeling study of the power plant area. This
PG& E study identified numerous sensitive receptors in the vicinity of the plant that
represented the nearest local schools, residential complexes, nursing homes, etc., in the
local Potrero area. Included in this group of receptors were sensitive sites within the
Bayview/Hunters Point area (some 2.5 to 3.5 km south of the Potrero Power Plant). These
same sensitive receptors were used for the atmospheric dispersion modeling analysis
performed for the DEIR. Model-predicted concentrations of criteria pollutants were
developed for these sensitive locations and maximum concentrations from these receptors
were analyzed and presented in the DEIR. Since the maximum concentrations for these
sensitive receptors were presented, concentrations at all other sensitive receptor locations
(including those in the Bayview/Hunters Point area) would be less than the maximum. In
fact, areceptor located atop Hunters Point Hill representing the nearby Earl P. Mills
Community Center, Growth and Development Center (a child care center), and the
Jedediah Smith Elementary School, was determined to be the point of maximum
concentration from the atmospheric dispersion modeling analysis performed for this DEIR.
Since model-predicted maximum concentrations were less than significant, concentrations
at al other sensitive receptors would also be less than significant. Thus, presentation of
maps showing concentration gradientsis not necessary. Finally, the modeling analysis
considered one entire year of hourly meteorological conditions representing a total of
8,760 hours of varying time periods and meteorological conditions.

Please see the responses to Comments U14 and U16.

The DEIR identifies a number health effect endpoints from exposure to air pollutants.
Some of the health effects from exposure to particul ate matter are described on page
4.5-31 of the DEIR. Mortality is one of the effects identified from exposure to particul ate
matter. The relative risksfor particulate matter exposure that were cited in the DEIR show
awide range of values, both for morbidity (health impairment effects) and mortality.
However, generally the values for morbidity were higher. Thisis explained further in
response to comments F66 and F74. Since some of the morbidity and mortality relative
risks overlapped, the evaluation included both types of endpoints. With respect to the
project impacts, maximum contributions of particulate matter emissions to ambient air
levels are well below levels determined to cause significant health effects, both mortality
and morbidity. The maximum short term increases range from 0.5 micrograms per cubic
meter to 3.6 micrograms per cubic meter, which are well below short-term increases that
showed measurable health effects in the cited studies.
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1-12 Theidentity of the potential biddersis not publicly known at this time, although identity of
the firms that successfully bid on the first round of power plant divestitures provides some
insight into the characteristics of the new owners, as described in Attachment C of the
DEIR (pages C-19-20). Chapter 5 (page 5-4, last sentence of the first paragraph) of the
DEIR does specifically consider the possibility that a new 480 MW plant would be located
at or near the Potrero plant site, and the subsequent analysis of environmental impacts
presented in Chapter 5 considers that possibility. Repowering Potrero would be essentially
the same as locating the new plant at (rather than near) the Potrero site. (In either case, the
new 480 MW of generation is assumed to supplement existing generation at Potrero.)
Please see the response to Comment U37.

1-13 The EIR preparers are confident that this EIR presents sufficient information for the
decision-makers to be fully informed of the environmental consequences of their actions,
and for the public to make an independent, reasoned evaluation of the project’simpacts
and of the reasoning of the decision-makers. The detailed air quality analysis presented in
the DEIR documents the existing pollutant concentrations both in the vicinity of the power
plants and in the emissions from the power plants themselves. The discussion both
acknowledges and quantifies potential increases in emissions of pollutants that would
result from the project. A conservative approach (i.e., one that exaggerates the adverse
effects that would occur) was taken in which baseline operations were compared to an
Analytical Maximum Scenario where the maximum possible increase in operations would
occur under the proposed project. However, for avariety of reasons presented in Section
3.6.2 of the DEIR, it isvery unlikely that operations would reach the levels modeled under
the Analytical Maximum Scenario. To calculate the projected emissions increases, the
dispersion model ISCST3 (Industrial Source Complex Short Term 3, version 97363) model
was run. This model is approved and recommended by the U.S. Environmental Protection
Agency for estimating potential human health risks associated with facilities where
combustion of materials produces residual amounts of pollution that may be released to the
environment. Asdocumented in the DEIR, the model results demonstrate that while
potential increased operations under the proposed project would result in increased
pollutant emissions from the power plants, the increases would not exceed ambient air
quality standards or any of the other significance criteria defined on pages 4.5-50 through
4.5-51 of the DEIR. Therefore, the DEIR does not ignore the fact that more pollution will
be produced in an area already affected by chemicals in the environment, nor does it
attempt to present only information that supports a conclusion of no significant impact;
rather, the results of the detailed analysis objectively lead to the conclusion of no
significant impact.

1-14 Theair quality significance criteriawere developed to be consistent with (then current)
CEQA Guidelines Appendix G, which stated that an air quality impact may be considered
significant if it would result in aviolation of an ambient air quality standard or a
substantial contribution to an existing or projected violation. The revised CEQA
Guidelines, released in October 1998, include the same criterion in the environmental
checklist. In both cases, the CEQA Guidelines distinguish between substantial
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contributions (considered to be significant) from non-substantial contributions (considered
not significant) to areas where violations of standards already occur.

As an additional point of clarification, the commenter’ s observation that 24-hour PM-10
concentrations at the Arkansas Street monitoring station are nearly double the State
standard ismisleading. Table 4.5-7 of the DEIR indicates that there has been only one
sample (93 micrograms per cubic meter) measured in San Francisco over the past five
years that could reasonably be described as “ nearly double” the state standard of

50 micrograms per cubic meter. The next highest measured concentration over the past
five years was a value of 81 micrograms per cubic meter, which is 62 percent above the
standard. Over the past five years, approximately 5 percent of the PM-10 samples (16 of
305 samples) exceeded the state standard and approximately one-half of the exceedances
(i.e., 7) were within 20 percent of the standard.

The commenter also asserts that there is not enough information in the DEIR to evaluate
the significance of emissions of such pollutants as ozone, sulfur dioxide, and carbon
monoxide. Each of these criteria pollutantsis discussed in the DEIR in Section 4.5, Air
Quality, and the State and Federal attainment status of the pollutants in each of the
regional air basins in which the plants to be divested are located is discussed. Project
emissions of each of these pollutants were modeled along with the other criteria pollutants
and the 1999 and 2005 analytical maximum emissions were compared to the 1999 baseline
emissions. Project emissions were evaluated according to the significance criteria defined
in Section 4.5.4, starting on page 4.5-50. Therefore, information has been provided and
the analysis has been conducted in accordance with the requirements of CEQA. It should
be noted that some of the discussion in Section 4.5 addresses ozone precursors (ROG and
NO,), rather than ozone itself.
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2. COMMUNITY ABATEMENT OF POLLUTION AND INDUSTRIAL
TOXINS

2-1 Please see the responses to Comments B6 and B15.

2-2 Regarding alternatives, an entire chapter of the DEIR is devoted to an analysis of three
aternatives to the proposed sale of the plants. Please refer to Chapter 6 of the DEIR for
additional information.

Neither the CPUC nor the EIR has postul ated that a market system will reduce the demand
for electricity.

2-3 Incertifying the EIR and considering it in the context of making adecision on PG&E’s
application, the CPUC must determine that the Final EIR represents the CPUC's
independent judgment and analysis.

For the record, the environmental consulting firm (ESA) that assisted in the preparation of
the EIR was selected by the CPUC staff based on its qualifications and experience. A part
of the selection process also involved areview of any potential for a conflict of interest
ESA may have with the project proponent or other electric utilities. The CPUC staff found
that there were no grounds to suggest that a potential for a conflict of interest existed with
ESA.
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34

MR. ROBERT DONOVAN

The misspelling indicated by the commenter could not be found anywhere within the entire
Section 4.14. Thus, no change to the EIR appears necessary.

The commenter appears to be referring to statements made in DEIR text describing

impact 4.14-1 and mitigation measure 4.14-1. Any construction activities required to
separate properties as aresult of the project could require a construction trailer on-site;
however, the construction mentioned in Impact 4.14-1 islisted as minor construction.
Regardless of whether such a construction trailer is needed, the few phone lines required to
serve to such atrailer and/or to serve the separated parcels would not create any significant
utilities impacts.

Mitigation Measure 4.9-3 on page 4.9-21 of the DEIR specifies that PG&E shall provide
the new owners with copies of all safety-related documentation. This provision includes
al documentation in possession of PG& E that isrelated to CAL OSHA requirements. The
new owners, of course, are responsible for complying with the laws and regulations of the
State of California, including those regarding worker health and safety.

Divestiture would not affect existing good relationships that the plants have with local
agencies. PG&E will continue to operate the plants under new ownership for at least two
years after divestiture. This period will give the new owners ample time to become
familiar with, and get first-hand experience with, all working relationships that PG& E has
with local agencies, such as the relationship the Potrero plant has with the San Francisco
Fire Department and the San Francisco Department of Public Health.

Mitigation Measure 4.9-1 on page 4.9-17 in the DEIR called for preparation of a Risk
Assessment for each plant to be divested. Please see the response to Comment F40.

A Risk Assessment ishot an EIR. A Risk Assessment is not subject to the same type of
public review as an EIR.

PG&E’ s Risk Assessments were done by a private contractor selected by PG& E. While
not subject to formal review and comment, the Risk Assessments are available for public
inspection and have been provided to concerned agencies for their information.

The commenter appears to have misunderstood the intent of Mitigation Measure 4.7-2,
which states that the new owner of the Pittsburg and Contra Costa Power Plants will
commit to the obligations described in PG& E’s Endangered Species Act (ESA) Section
10(a) permit or permit application. The new owner will not be able to “ operate without
any provisions of permission,” as the commenter suspects, without violating the
Endangered Species Act and being subject to ESA fines and other penalties.
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SAN FRANCISCANS FOR PUBLIC POWER

In order for the Hunters Point power plant to close, new generation and/or transmission
will be needed within San Francisco to support its slowly growing load. In the cumulative
impact analysis, it is assumed that by 2005 the Hunters Point plant will be closed. Two
variants on future San Francisco generation are reported upon, consisting of one case
wherein a480 MW plant is built north of the Martin substation and the other wherein a
new 240 MW plant is built and additional transmission capacity is added to the existing
Martin transmission corridor. The DEIR recognized that any new plant could be
constructed at or near the Potrero Power Plant, and could be considered an expansion of
that plant. Please also see the response to Comment U37.

In response to the comment, a new figure has been prepared as suggested. Figure 4-2
shows the general vicinity of the Potrero Power Plant derived from topographic
information similar to Figure 2.2 of the DEIR. To illustrate the requested effect, data used
for the wind rose shown in Figure 4.5-2 of the DEIR has been superimposed over the
Potrero Power Plant site to show the percent frequency of direction and wind speed to
which the local winds blow. Thisiscommonly referred to as the wind flow vector. Note
thisfigure isthe exact reverse of data provided on Figure 4.5-2 of the DEIR. Asmay be
plainly seenin Figure 4-2, the predominate winds at the Potrero plant tend to cause
airborne emissionsto travel out over San Francisco Bay more than two-thirds of the time
annually. The same figure shows that, about 7 percent of the time, winds tend towards the
residential neighborhoods of Bayview/Hunters Point some 2.5 to 3 kilometers away from
the Potrero Power Plant. As discussed in the response to Comment 1-9, the
Bayview/Hunters Point area was the atmospheric dispersion model-predicted location of
the point of maximum concentration from the Potrero Power Plant. Thus, Figure 4-2
amplifies this point and visually confirms the analysis of the DEIR.

Detailed historical dataare not provided for the Hunters Point Power Plant in the DEIR
because it is not included in the project, i.e., it is not the current subject of divestiture.
However, given that the Hunters Point Power Plant will continue to operate until a
replacement plant is constructed and will therefore continue to emit pollutantsin the
Hunters Point vicinity, the requested information regarding criteria air pollutants and toxic
air contaminantsis provided in Tables 4-3-1 and 4-3-2. Also, it is noted that emissions
from Hunters Point Power Plant were included in the evaluation of the consistency of
DEIR power plant emission estimates with the corresponding emissions estimates included
in the ‘97 Clean Air Plan (see DEIR Impact 4.5-5).

Closing both the Potrero and Hunters Point Power Plants would not be an alternative to the
project analyzed in the DEIR, which is the sale of the Potrero Point Power Plant. Any
such analysis would be far beyond the scope of this EIR. However, the physical
requirements of closing both San Francisco power plants are examined in detail on pages
6-3 through 6-5 of the DEIR, and clarified further in the response to Comment B4.

Closure of both plants and meeting reliability requirements through additional
transmission capacity into the City may be possible, but determining the economic
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TABLE 4-3-1

HUNTERS POINT POWER PLANT CRITERIA AIR POLLUTANT EMISSIONS,
1995, 1996, 1997

Emissions (tons per year)2

1997 Emissions

As Per centb of:

Pollutant 1995 1996 1997 County Region
Carbon Monoxide 503 546 592 0.9 0.07
Reactive Organic Gases 51 56 61 04 0.03
Nitrogen Oxides 998 984 1,078 8.7 0.66
Sulfur Oxides 8 10 16 0.5 0.04
Particulate Matter 46 50 55 0.4 0.03

a Emissions estimates are based on SERASYMO results for 1999, as adjusted to reflect the types of emissions
controls that were in place during the 1995-1997 period [based on a tentative schedule for implementation of
retrofit controls (Pacific Gas and Electric Company, 1998a)] and to reflect the capacity factor of each unit during

that period.

b Percentages are based on emissions inventory data for 1995 and 2000 (interpolated to 1997) that isincluded in the
BAAQMD’s BAAQMD CEQA Guidelines (April 1996).

SOURCE: Environmental Science Associates

feasibility of such a plan would require very extensive additional analysisthat would also
far exceed the scope of this EIR. Such afeasibility analysis would be more appropriate
during the process agreed to by the City and County of San Francisco and PG&E for
planning the eventual closure of the Hunters Point Power Plant.

4-5 For the reasons stated in the response to Comment 4-4 above, any analysis of the
possibility of the City and County of San Francisco (CCSF) asserting eminent domain over
the Potrero Power Plant would far exceed the scope of this EIR. In addition, the
agreement between PG& E and CCSF expressly forbids the City from taking any action
whatsoever concerning the Potrero plant, including exercising eminent domain over the
plant or even attempting to place restrictions on its sale to athird party. Therefore, the

commenter’ s request is moot.
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TABLE 4-3-2
HUNTERSPOINT POWER PLANT TOXIC AIR CONTAMINANT EMISSIONS,
1987, 1990, 1992, 1995

1995 Emissions?

Emissions (pounds per year) As Percent of:
Pollutant 1987 1990 1992 1995 County Region
Arsenic 2 2 -- -- ND ND
Benzene 100 32 31 33 0.01 0.001
Beryllium <1 -- -- -- ND ND
Cadmium 2 -- -- -- ND ND
Chromium (hexavalent) <1 0.3 -- -- ND ND
Formaldehyde 65 120 57 44 0.004 0.0005
Lead 3 -- -- -- ND ND
Manganese 3 -- -- -- ND ND
Mercury <1 -- -- -- ND ND
Nickel 120 130 -- -- ND ND
PAHS? 2 - - - ND ND

a8 County-wide and regional totals used to calculate these percentages include both stationary and mobile sources.
Stationary source emissions are from the 1996 BAAQMD source listed below. Toxic air contaminant emissions
estimates for mobile sources were made using regional volatile organic compound (VOC) emissions estimates and
CARB VOC speciation data.

b PAHsrefersto polycyclic aromatic hydrocarbons.

NOTE: -- refers to emissions that were either zero or less than reportable quantities; ND = not determined.

SOURCES: Bay Area Air Quality Management District, Air Toxics Emission Inventory for the San Francisco Bay
Area, Satus Report, March 1989; Bay Area Air Quality Management District, Toxic Air Contaminant
Control Program, Annual Report, 1991, August 1991; Bay Area Air Quality Management District, Toxic
Air Contaminant Control Program, Annual Report, 1993, December 1993; Bay Area Air Quality
Management District, Toxic Air Contaminant Control Program, Annual Report, 1995, November 1996.
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